academic writing. This section is important because "results and interpretations need to be presented in ways that readers are likely to find persuasive" (Hyland, 2005, p. 176) . Besides, it is the section that students find the most problematic to write and understand (Bitchener & Basturkmen, 2006; Dudley-Evans, 1994) . It is hoped that the findings of this study could facilitate the writing of research articles especially for novice ones.
II. METHODOLOGY
The present study builds on a corpus of 15 qualitative research articles' discussions from five high impact journals in the field of Applied Linguistics published from 2003 to 2009.
A. The Selection of the Journals
In order to select the journals, first the list of high impact journals in the field of Linguistics reported in Journal Citation Reports (Social Sciences Edition) 2008 was printed which included a total of 68 journals. The criteria considered for selecting journals included their availability (either electronic version or hard copy) in University of Malaya library and their relatedness to Applied Linguistics rather than Linguistics per se. It was also important to ensure that the journals published qualitative RAs. To ensure this matter, a few issues of remaining journals were checked out one by one and the journals that were concerned with mostly quantitative articles such as Modern Language Journal and Language Learning were excluded. From the remaining journals, these five journals were selected: Applied Linguistics (APP), English for Specific Purposes (ESP), Journal of Pragmatics (PRAG), Language Teaching Research (LTR), and TESOL Quarterly (TESOL).
B. The Selection of the Articles
Each article in each issue of the five journals published from 2003 to 2009 were checked in order to select the corpus. The first criterion was the inclusion of a separate discussion section. If the articles matched this criterion, then it was checked for being qualitative or quantitative. The first priority was given to the writers' own explicit statement about the design they had used. If they had not mentioned it explicitly, the method, the title, the abstract and the methodology section were examined carefully to categorize the articles as qualitative or quantitative. Those that were experimental or dealt with completely statistics were identified as quantitative and those articles that relied mainly on verbal description were classified as qualitative. Those articles that used both qualitative and quantitative designs were classified as mixed method studies and were excluded. Finally, classifying all articles in the journals as qualitative or quantitative, three articles from each journal (making 15 in all) were selected randomly for analysis (see Appendix 1 for list of articles and Appendix 2 for the particulars of the corpus).
C. Data Analysis
The sample articles were examined in terms of type of Moves, Steps and Sub-steps. Move can be defined as a communicative unit which carries the specific communicative purpose of a particular part of the text under study. A Move may be realized by one or more subsequent elements called Steps. Prior to attempt to analyze the texts, first, the whole articles were read to obtain a general idea about them. Identification of Moves was made on the basis of linguistic evidence and knowledge about the content of the text (Dudley-Evans, 1994; Nwogu, 1997) . The identification of Moves and Steps in the corpus was done recursively. In other words, re-readings or re-analyses of any part of the RAs were carried out until the identification of the communicative units of Moves and Steps were satisfactorily done. In order to ensure the reliability of the analysis, twenty percent of the corpus (three RAs) was analyzed by a Professor who is a specialist in genre analysis. The Cohen kappa inter-rater agreement showed a kappa value of 0.81.
III. FINDINGS
The preliminary analysis of 15 qualitative research articles revealed 11 moves in the corpus. The characteristics of these moves and the steps that realize them are described in this section.
A. Move 1-Reporting Findings
This move which occurred in all of the RAs in the corpus was realized through two steps: Stating Findings and Summarizing Findings. While all the Discussions included Move1-Step1, Step2 of Move1 occurred only at the end of one of the sections where the writer summarized the main findings as a concluding point.
Move 1-Step1: Stating Findings (1) The findings reveal some important differences in the nature of the oral interaction experienced by Soon Yi and Ivan in the classroom and real-world contexts. (LTR1) ( 2) The present study has revealed a difference between the JNSG and the LJG in the interpretation of the key meaning feature 'shinmi/sympathetic'. (PRAG2)
Move 1-Step2: Summarizing Findings (3) Claudia presented an architectural self seemingly more closely aligned to an objective orientation; similar in presentation style to that identified by Darling (2005) in engineering design discourse, in which speaking competently was associated with attention on the object and away from the self. Both the successful students, Adam (first year) and . After presenting their findings, writers referred to their data to support, illustrate or provide evidence for their findings. In excerpt 4, for example, the writers first present the finding (in NOM sessions the teacher was an important player) and in the following sentences they refer to their data to illustrate and support this finding (… the teachers in this study used several interactional moves during the NOM sessions… First, they had… At the same time they were sensitive to… Third, they directed the audience… Finally, they supplied…).
(4) Our analysis of NOM sessions also showed clearly that the teacher, although not the sole factor in improving stories, was a critical player. As described above, the teachers in this study used several interactional moves during the NOM sessions that seemed to be effective in improving the stories told. First, they had an ear for the storyteller to provide it. At the same time, they were sensitive to interpretations and presuppositions on the part of the tellers that came from their cultural knowledge and that might have confused the audience. Third, they directed the audience by encouraging members to ask questions, checking what the audience members had understood of the story, and making sure that the conversation did not stay too far from the point of the story. Finally, they supplied words, phrases, and idiomatic expressions when storytellers needed them and helped with pronunciation difficulties that interfered with the storyteller's meaning (Providing Evidence for Findings from Data). (TESOL3)
C. Move 3: Commenting on Findings
In this move, which occurred in 12 RAs, the writers went beyond the "objective" presentation of findings and offered their own understandings of them. This move was realized by three steps of Explaining Findings (where the comment was an attempt to provide a reason for why the findings were obtained); Interpreting Findings (where the comment was a speculation about what the findings meant); and Evaluating Findings (where the comment was an evaluation of findings). 
Move3-Step 1: Explaining Findings

E. Move 5: Comparing Findings with Literature
In this move writers related their findings to previous works. They either compared their findings with the findings from other studies, as in excerpts 13 and 15, or indicated the consistency and/or inconsistency of their findings with a claim, contention or theory in the literature, as in excerpts 14 and 16. This move occurred in nine of the RAs as an independent move; although, in several cases it was embedded in other moves such as Stating Findings.
Move 5-Step1: Indicating Consistency of Findings with Literature (13) Previous research on spoken academic genres has illustrated that narrative typically functions to create rapport with an audience and to draw them into the speaker's world (Thompson, 2002). In our data, a narrative rhetorical style seemed to be one of the more important components of a successful design presentation. (ESP1) (14) Heyman (1986:40) further claims that what is 'essential for the topical organization of the talk and orientation to this topic by members is clarification of the task demands, i.e., describing the gist of the task at the beginning of the talk'. Kasper (2004) has also shown how the definition of characteristics of task is procedurally consequential in topic initiation of talk. In our data, it can be seen that formulation of the task demand was well integrated into the discussion. (APP1)
Move 5 
F. Move 6: Referring to Data to Provide Evidence for Inconsistency of Findings with Literature
This move which was found in one case in the corpus occurred immediately after Move5-Step2. In excerpt 17, a continuation of excerpt 16, the writer refers to the data to provide evidence for the inconsistency of findings (attention to language during oral interaction may in fact compromise task completion) with a criticism in literature towards taskbased pedagogy (finishing a task may result in minimal use of language, and little attention to language form).
(17) Although Soon Yi and Ivan were given interactional opportunities that had the real-world feature of a defined ending point, this point was often not reached. They appeared to regard all activities, however interesting, as pretexts for practicing language rather than as tasks that had to be completed. Soon Yi and Ivan actively reflected on language, even when otherwise engaged with the intended communicative purpose of the task. Classroom tasks are often implemented to give students practice in rehearsing for an exchange they might have in the real-world, and the pair and group management of the tasks suggested that they too understood they were rehearsing… (LTR1)
G. Move 7: Recommendation for Practice
In this move, which was present in the five RAs, the writers went beyond their results and made some recommendations for practice based on their findings from the study. Conditional clauses, hedging words and suggestive words were used in this move.
THEORY AND PRACTICE IN LANGUAGE STUDIES (18) If it is indeed difficult to attend to both form and fluency at once, then the first step may be to separate the two and to stop attempting to assess both at once. (LTR2)
H. Move 8: Deduction
Occurring in 10 RAs in the corpus, the writers usually presented a claim with reference to the main points of the study. It usually occurred at the end of a section within Discussion after a particular finding had been presented and discussed or at the end of the Discussion section. Appearing at the end of a particular finding, the deduction was limited to that specific finding but when it occurred at the end of the Discussion section it was more general and the writer made a conclusion about the findings.
( 
J. Move 10: Stating Limitations
This move which occurred only in two RAs was present towards the end of the Discussion section where the writers stated the limitations of their study. The purpose of this study was to identify the rhetorical structure of Discussion section of qualitative RAs in Applied Linguistics. The analysis of the Discussion section of 15 RAs revealed a total of 11 moves in the corpus. The only move that was present in all of the RAs was Move1-Step1 (Stating Findings). The next most frequent moves were Move3 (commenting on findings) which occurred in 12 RAs, Move2 (Referring to Data to Provide Evidence for Findings) which occurred in 11 RAs and Move5 (Comparing Findings with Literature) which was present in 9 RAs. As was expected, there are similarities and differences between the moves and steps that were identified in this study and those found by investigating empirical RAs. Possibly the most significant difference was the continuous reference of qualitative RA writers to their data. The analysis revealed one new move (Move2) which appeared after the writers stated their findings (Move1-Step1). In this move the writers referred to their data to provide evidence and support their findings. Another new move found was Move4 (Supporting the Explanation/Interpretation/Evaluation/Rejected Explanation) where the writers provided evidence for their comments on findings by referring to their data and/or literature.
This frequent reference to data as evidence and support can be explained in the light of characteristics of qualitative research. Qualitative research is a thick description of the phenomenon under study where the researcher is the primary source of data collection, analysis and interpretation. It seeks to understand and provide insight into a given issue from the vantage of other people. While description provides factual and accurate information on the phenomena, in Discussion section, researcher goes beyond the 'objective' description and tries to provide reasonable insights into the issue. Thus, the researcher interprets the findings and "gives meaning to the raw data" (Stead, 2007, p. 172 ). However, the analyst needs to balance between this description and interpretation and display "that the explanations and conclusions presented are generated from, and grounded in the data" ( frequent reference to their data. Smith (1996) suggests that two important criteria for evaluating the internal validity and reliability of qualitative research are internal coherence and presentation of evidence. The internal coherence refers to whether the argument presented within a study is consistent and supported by the data. The presentation of evidence refers to inclusion of sufficient raw data to enable readers to evaluate the findings and interpretations. The analysis of our corpus suggests that the writers use illustration as a means of convincing their audience so that the audience could have some understanding of the processes of thinking that have led to the conclusions. This allows the reader to examine the data and process to confirm the findings and interpretations.
V. CONCLUSION
Writing Discussion section particularly in qualitative research has been considered as a demanding task. This study aimed to identify and introduce the available patterns and options in writing discussion section of qualitative RAs in Applied Linguistics. It is hoped that the findings could help writers, particularly novice ones, to overcome the problems they may encounter in academic writing. However, as we know, genre is dynamic and this study does not claim that the generic structure introduced here is the one and only way of writing discussion section in Applied Linguistics.
The corpus demonstrated that the generic structure of discussion section of qualitative RAs are both different and similar to those identified in literature investigating empirical RAs. These differences can be attributed to the different characteristics of qualitative research. Previous researchers have identified disciplinary differences in generic structure of RAs. This study suggests that while Applied Linguistics is considered as a discourse community, it seems that research design (qualitative, quantitative) influences the conventions and norms within a disciplinary discourse.
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